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Abstract: During the last two decades single-cell analysis (SCA) has revealed extensive phenotypic
differences within homogenous cell populations. These phenotypic differences are reflected in the
stochastic nature of gene regulation, which is often masked by qualitatively and quantitatively
averaging in whole tissue analyses. The ability to isolate transcripts and investigate how genes
are regulated at the single cell level requires highly sensitive and refined methods. This paper
reviews different strategies currently used for SCA, including harvesting, reverse transcription, and
amplification of the RNA, followed by methods for transcript quantification. The review provides
the historical background to SCA, discusses limitations, and current and future possibilities in this
exciting field of research.
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1. Introduction
Genes are regulated at the single cell level, and the stochastic nature of genes turning
on and off results in a temporally heterogeneous gene expression, even within homogenous
cell populations [1–9]. This unique feature is often concealed behind average quantification
in whole tissues. Based on earlier discoveries of gene expression dynamics, along with
recent improvements in robust and sensitive methods, interest in single-cell omics is growing
rapidly. In 2013 single-cell sequencing was awarded “method of the year” by Nature Methods [10]
demonstrating groundbreaking discoveries and exciting potential in cell biology [11–15]. Today,
novel technologies, like lab-on-a-chip, have facilitated large-scale screenings of transcripts within
single-cells. This review opens with a historical perspective focusing on nucleic acid amplification
and single-cell gene analysis. We then move on to discuss pros and cons regarding different strategies
for harvesting and isolation of nucleic acids, and quantification of gene expression, and finally
provide some thoughts on future possibilities within the field of single-cell gene expression.
2. Historical Background—Nucleic Acid Amplification
The idea of isolating and analyzing small levels of nucleic acids goes back almost five decades.
During the work of unraveling the genetic code, working as a researcher in Har Gobind Khorana’s
laboratory, Kjell Kleppe described for the first time a method for primer-defined enzymatic replication
of short DNA fragments. However, at that time little focus was put into Kleppe and Khorana’s vision
in which a system could target and amplify a specific DNA sequence defined by complementary
primers [16]. In fact, it took another decade until Kary Mullis reintroduced the concept of
primer-dependent DNA amplification, which we now know as PCR [17]. Through several studies,
and subsequent publications, Mullis and Saiki reintroduced and refined Kleppe’s ideas and described
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the basic principles of exponential DNA amplification employing two complementary primers for
each DNA strand [18,19]. The initial PCR protocol consisted of 20–27 cycles with 2 min at 95 ˝C to
separate the two DNA strands followed by 2 min at 37 ˝C, allowing the primers to anneal and the
polymerase to synthesize the complementary strand. However, because of the thermolability of the
polymerase (Klenow fragment of Escherichia coli DNA polymerase (I)), it was inactivated during the
95 ˝C step. As a result, the procedure required new polymerase between each cycle. This limitation
was overcome a few years later when Saiki et al. [20] utilized a thermostabile DNA polymerase [21]
isolated from Thermus aquaticus [22]. With this refinement, scientists could conduct the DNA
amplification reaction at high temperatures without adding new enzyme between each round of the
PCR cycle. The higher amplification temperature also permitted more precise targeting of the DNA
and reduced the incidence of primer dimers. Combined with the in vitro development of reverse
transcription (RT) of mRNA into complementary DNA (cDNA) [23–26], detailed investigations of
target transcripts became feasible. In order to visualize the PCR product(s), the samples were
separated using gel-electrophoresis [27–29].
The sensitivity of PCR was clearly demonstrated by Li et al. [30] who, in 1988, analyzed genomic
DNA of single sperm cells collected through a glass capillary. Two years later, Brady et al. [31]
were able to analyze gene transcripts from single macrophages. This ability, to amplify and
analyze transcripts from single cells, was taken one step further when Eberwine et al. [32,33] and
Lambolez et al. [34] combined patch-clamp recordings with single-cell RT-PCR. Eberwine et al.
utilized acutely dissociated neuronal cells obtained from the hippocampus of neonatal rats. The
patch pipette served two purposes: to deliver oligo(dT) (with T7 recognition), deoxynucleoside
triphosphates (dNTPs) and RT enzyme (Avian myeloblastosis virus), and to insulate the electrode
solution needed to perform the electrophysiological recordings. Following the electrophysiological
recordings, negative pressure was applied through the patch pipette and the cytosol was carefully
collected with the pipette for nucleic acid amplification. In these experiments, several rounds of
pre-amplification using T7 RNA polymerase in isothermal conditions were performed to increase the
transcript concentration prior to the PCR. This approach allowed Eberwine et al. [33] to qualitatively
detect transcripts of specific Ca2+ channels, γ-aminobutyric acid (GABA) receptors, K+ channels,
and Na+ channels, as well as G-protein subunits and transcription factors c-jun and c-fos. The
same group also conducted semi-quantitative measurements of transcript levels by measuring
the relative intensity of the ethidium bromide (EtBr)-stained PCR products at the end of the
PCR. However, as will be explained in the following sections, this method is unreliable and the
quantitative results should be interpreted with caution. Lambolez et al. [34] used a slightly different
approach to characterize several forms of AMPA receptors and their splice variants. Instead of
pre-amplification of RNA, two rounds of PCR were conducted. Following the first round of PCR to
amplify large fragments of the cDNA template, internal or nested primers were used to amplify a
smaller fragment from the first PCR product. Similar to pre-amplification using T7 RNA polymerase,
the PCR pre-amplification strategy also increases the amount of product needed to detect low
abundance transcripts.
Although the technical difficulty of investigating low-level transcripts was now resolved,
the challenge of quantitatively measuring transcript levels remained. Traditionally, gene
quantification was performed at the so-called plateau phase of the PCR at the end of a PCR assay
(semi-quantification). However, as discovered by Higuchi and co-workers [35,36] this plateau phase
differs among replicated samples and was first discovered when Higuchi and co-workers started
experimenting with the possibility of monitoring the PCR continuously, or in real-time during each
amplification cycle [35,36]. By adding EtBr to the PCR reaction and using a charge-coupled device
(CCD) camera, every PCR cycle could be monitored as a function of increasing fluorescence. It
was clearly shown that after the initial exponential phase, the PCR enters a linear phase followed
by a plateau phase [36–38]. This plateau phase results from inhibition of the PCR [37,38] and
sample-to-sample variation, causing imprecise quantitative calculations [39]. When monitoring the
26833
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2015, 16, 26832–26849
PCR in real-time (i.e., at each cycle), however, it became possible to calculate the starting amount
of the DNA template based on the exponential phase of the PCR curve. Additionally, using the
exponential phase, rather than the plateau phase, increased the dynamic range. Currently, real-time
PCR analysis is usually based on the PCR crossing point (quantification cycle), Cq. Cq is defined as the
PCR cycle-number at which the signal monitoring the process reaches a predefined threshold level.
Older terms that have also been used as the basis for calculating the amount of DNA/cDNA starting
material include threshold cycle, Ct, and crossing point, Cp (see [40–42]).
The sensitivity of the quantitative (q) PCR assay is dependent on the specific labeling of the
DNA/cDNA. Previously, EtBr was the preferred dye because of its strong shift in fluorescent intensity
when bound to DNA. However, the use of novel dyes were already beginning to make their way by
the mid-1990s. One of these dyes was SYBR green I, which greatly improved sensitivity [43–45].
Whereas 7000 ng of 40-basepair DNA is needed to give a visible signal on a gel using EtBr, less
than 14 ng is needed when using SYBR Green I. In addition, Karlsen et al. [43] showed that SYBR
green I was less dependent on the length of the DNA, thus generating similar fluorescence levels
among short and long DNA fragments. In addition to novel DNA-specific dyes, several target-specific
labeling strategies have been developed for qPCR (explained in the following sections), including
gene specific probes [46]. Extensive work has also been conducted to standardize qPCR procedures,
including laboratory practices and data analysis (See description of the MIQE-guidelines [42]. Such
advances have led to qPCR becoming the gold standard for quantifying gene expression levels, both
in research and in diagnostics.
In the present review, our main focus will be on the different strategies used for obtaining single
cells or cell content from tissue slices or from dispersed cell cultures as a basis for gene expression
analyses. We will then discuss strategies for optimizing RT and qPCR based on material from
single cells.
While this review focuses on single-cell qPCR, several of the discussed methods are highly
relevant for researchers exploring single-cell RNA-sequencing. However, we will not discuss
RNA-sequencing per se but encourage the readers to study recent research papers and reviews
specifically on this topic [47–55].
3. Single-Cell Isolation and Harvesting Strategies
Harvesting and securing the small amount of RNA molecules found within a single
cell requires meticulous laboratory practice. In our laboratory we utilize separate rooms for
RNA and cDNA/DNA handling. All equipment and experimental hardware are treated with
RNase-inactivating reagents, like RNaseZAP (Ambion, TX, USA). In addition, we only use certified
RNase-free aerosol-resistant filter tips, tubes, and reagents. All glassware is baked overnight at
220 ˝C, including glass capillaries used for making cell harvesting pipettes and patch electrodes. Over
time, DNA contaminations may also lead to false positives. Therefore, decontamination strategies
should include DNA degrading detergents.
As mentioned above, two of the initial strategies to obtain DNA or RNA from single cells
used glass capillaries. These methods involve either harvesting the whole cell, or via patch
clamping, harvesting only the cell’s content or cytosol [30,33]. Additional methods include
isolating cells using laser-assisted micro-dissection [56–59], or by utilizing fluidics techniques,
such as fluorescent-activated cell sorting (FACS) [60,61] and microfluidic technology utilizing
polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS)-based lab-on-a-chip plates [62–66]. An overview of the different
technologies are given in Table 1.
Fluidics Technology
The user-friendly environment and high throughput of fluidics technology compared to
cell and cytosol harvesting with using glass capillaries have made these methods favorable in
many applications.
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Table 1. Overview of different cell and cytosol harvesting techniques.
Method EquipmentCosts
Laboratory
Skills Throuhgput Tissue
FACA High Normal High Dissociated cells(in vitro)
Microfluidics High Normal High Dissociated cells(in vitro)
Laser assisted
microdissection High High Low
Intact fixed and
live tissue
(in vitro/ex vivo)
Whole cell harvesting Low Normal Medium Dissociated cells(in vitro)
Harvesting of cytosol
using patch pipette High High Low
Intact live tissue
(in vitro/ex vivo)
FACS sorting of cells allows separation or sorting of heterogeneous cells into different containers
or distribution of individual cells onto multi-well plates (Figure 1). Before separation, the cells
are labeled with different fluorescent probes depending on the cytometry equipment and on the
experimental setup. For instance, if the setup has three lasers, up to twelve different parameters
can be quantitatively assaye, including viability, apoptosis, necrosis, intracellular Ca2+ signaling,
membrane potential, and cell cycle stage (see review by Herzenberg et al. [61]). The most common
lasers are the 488 nm (>20 mW) and 633 nm (>18 mW). However, depending on the experiments
several additional lasers may be used including 375 nm (>7 mW), 405 nm (>50 mW), and 561 nm
(>18 mW). The fast flowing liquid allows for single-cell separating before passing between one or
several lasers and a detector. As individual cells pass, the detector measures light scatter from the
emitting fluorophores. Depending on the selected characteristics, each droplet of liquid containing a
single cell is given a charge, allowing cells to be separated into separate collecting tubes by an electric
field just downstream of the laser-detector system. One disadvantage of this approach is that cells
or cell cultures must be subjected to stimulation experiments and treated in a separate environment
before FACS analysis.
To overcome the one experiment-one machine paradigm, a novel concept of a “total chemical
analysis system” (TAS) utilizing microfluidics (often termed µTAS) has emerged. The commercially
available platform provided by Fluidigm is based on single-phase microfluidic systems using
multilayer soft lithography (Figure 2). Multilayer soft lithography allows for compartmentalization
of the cells by making and controlling small channel valves [67]. Another promising technology to
handle small volumes of fluids is droplet-based microfluidics [68,69]. Depending on the technology,
µTAS has the potential to provide different microenvironments where cells are grown and stimulated
in small chambers whereupon either programmable valves regulate solution flow in or out of
the chamber, or using droplet-based technology, the cells are guided to successive chambers for
downstream experiment and analysis. These techniques may soon allow automated patch-clamp
recordings and intracellular Ca2+ measurements [62,70], followed by transcriptome analysis in one
chamber and proteomics analysis in another [66,71,72]. Microfluidics has also been applied to cells
grown in monolayers or in three-dimensional environments, opening novel possibilities to explore
intercellular communication.
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Figure 1. Fluorescence-activated cell sorting (FACS). The suspended cells are subjected to different 
fluorescent tags depending on the experimental set-up. As the cells flow in a stream of liquid they 
pass through a laser-detector system that monitors the fluorescent and light scatter characteristics. 
Based on their characteristics cells are separated in an electric field and into different collecting tubes 
or multiwell plates. Depending on the experiment a variety of markers may be used for separating 
the cells of interest. Demonstrated in this figure are cells tagged with green and red fluorescent 
proteins. Cells that are not labeled are separated into a third column/tube. 
Despite the great potential in single-cell analysis using μTAS microfluidics, the method is 
limited by the range of cells that can be used; in particular, the fixed chamber size found on the micro 
plates can limit the use of variable cell sizes. In addition, because the μTAS technology is still in its 
infancy, commercial systems offering multi-experimental microfluidic chips are limited to proof-of-
concept. A few companies like Fluidigm have made several automated instruments for single-cell 
gene expression analysis, including sequencing. Their platforms are constructed of devices able to 
isolate single cells followed by lysis chips that can analyze gene sequence and expression from single cells. 
Figure 1. ). s s e c lls re s jecte to ifferent
fluorescent tags depending on the experimental set-up. t lls fl i a strea of liquid they
pass through a laser-detector syste that onitors the fluorescent and light scat er characteristics.
Based on their characteristics cel s are separated in an electric field and into ifferent col ecting tubes
or multiwell plates. Depending on the xperiment a variety of markers may be used for separating the
cells of interest. Demonstrated in this figure are cells tagged with green and red fluorescent proteins.
Cells that are not label d are separated into a third c lumn/tube.
Despite the great potential in single-cell analysis using µTAS microfluidics, the method is limited
by the range of cells that can be used; in particular, the fixed chamber size found on the micro plates
can limit the use of variable cell sizes. In addition, because the µTAS technology is still in its infancy,
commercial systems offering multi-experimental microfluidic chips are limited to proof-of-concept.
A few companies like Fluidigm have made several automated instruments for single-cell gene
expression analysis, including sequencing. Their platforms are constructed of devices able to isolate
single cells followed by lysis chips that can analyze gene sequence and expression from single cells.
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Figure 2. Microfluidics. Lab-on-a-chip technology allows for high-throughput screening in a 
microenvironment using small volume chambers to conduct different experiments. (Upper) similar 
to FACS, the cells need to be dissociated prior to the experiments; (Middle) the cells are typically 
placed in a chamber and, depending on the technology, the cells may be separated into different 
chambers containing only one cell; (Lower) the technology currently used by Fluidigm are single-
phase microfluidic systems using multilayer soft lithography to make on and off valves to 
compartmentalize the cells. Another promising technology is the droplet-based microfluidics to 
handle small volumes of fluids. (Right) following single-cell isolation, lysis and cDNA synthesis the 
samples are subjected for gene analysis. A typical qPCR profile is shown with different colors 
representing the amplification curve of target gene(s). 
4. Single-Cell Laser-Assisted Microdissection 
While microfluidics are dependent on dissociated cells or cells removed from their natural 
environment, laser-assisted microdissection methods and cytosol harvesting through a patch-clamp 
pipette (see below) can be used in intact tissue [56]. In addition, laser-assisted microdissection does 
not require enzymatic dissociation of cells, making it less prone to disrupting intracellular signaling 
pathways. The cells are harvested under direct microscopic visualization and the method can be used 
on both live and fixed tissues (Figure 3) [57–59,73]. Today, there are four slightly different 
technologies that allow for precise laser dissection: laser microbeam microdissection (LMM), laser 
pressure catapulting (LPC), microdissection of membrane-mounted tissue (MOMeNT), and laser 
capture microdissection (LCM) (reviewed by [73]). All four technologies use a controllable pulsating 
laser coupled to a microscope allowing precise dissection of target cell(s). Depending on the 
equipment, the laser can be controlled by moving the objectives, by moving the microscope stage, or 
by using a dichroic mirror. The laser creates a cutting width of around 1 μm. One of the main 
challenges in single-cell laser assisted microdissection analysis is, therefore, the ability to dissect only 
the cell of interest and avoid contamination with neighboring cells or other unspecific fragments. This 
challenge can result in both false positives and false negatives. Dissecting too conservatively may 
lead to a cut not encompassing the entire cell, resulting in insufficient RNA harvest for downstream 
analysis. Dissecting too liberally may, on the other hand, lead to inclusion of unwanted RNA into the 
sample. 
Figure 2. Microfluidics. Lab-on-a-chip technology allows for high-throughput screening in a
microenvironment using small volume chambers to conduct different experiments. (Upper) Similar to
FACS, the cells need to be dissociated prior to the experiments; (Middle) the cells are typically placed
in a chamber and, depending on the technology, the cells may be separated into different chambers
containing only one cell; (Lower) the technology currently used by Fluidigm are single-phase
microfluidic systems using multilayer soft lithography to make on and off valves to compartmentalize
the cells. Another promising technology is the droplet-based microfluidics to handle small volumes
of fluids. (Right) following single-cell isolation, lysis and cDNA synthesis the samples are subjected
for gene analysis. A typical qPCR profile is shown with different colors representing the amplification
curve of target gene(s).
4. Single-Cell Laser-Assisted Microdissection
While microfluidics are dependent on dissociated cells or cells removed from their natural
environment, laser-assisted microdissection methods and cytosol harvesting through a patch-clamp
pipette (see below) can be used in intact tissue [56]. In addition, laser-assisted microdissection
does not require enzymatic dissociation of cells, making it less prone to disrupting intracellular
signaling pathways. The cells are harvested under direct microscopic visualization and the method
can be used on both live and fixed tissues (Figure 3) [57–59,73]. Today, there are four slightly
different technologies that allow for precise laser dissection: laser microbeam microdissection (LMM),
laser pressure catapulting (LPC), microdissection of membrane-mounted tissue (MOMeNT), and
laser capture microdissection (LCM) (reviewed by [73]). All four technologies use a controllable
pulsating laser coupled to a microscope allowing precise dissection of target cell(s). Depending on
the equipment, the laser can be controlled by moving the objectives, by moving the microscope stage,
or by using a dichroic mirror. The laser creates a cutting width of around 1 µm. One of the main
challenges in single-cell laser assisted microdissection analysis is, therefore, the ability to dissect only
the cell of interest and avoid contamination with neighboring cells or other unspecific fragments. This
challenge can result in both false positives and false negatives. Dissecting too conservatively may
lead to a cut not encompassing the entire cell, resulting in insufficient RNA harvest for downstream
analysis. Dissecting too liberally may, on the other hand, lead to inclusion of unwanted RNA into
the sample.
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Figure 3. Single-cell laser-assisted microdissection. (Upper) The technique utilizes a laser placed on a 
microscope for visual identification; (Middle and lower) the laser can be controlled to dissect out 
target cells in fixed and live tissue. Several different technologies exist on how the laser works and 
how the target cell is collected following dissection. 
5. Harvesting Cells or Cytosol through Glass Capillary 
Similarly to laser assisted microdissection, harvesting of whole cells or cell cytosol using a glass 
capillary allows direct visualization of the target cell through a microscope. The harvesting of whole 
cells assures complete cell isolation and minimizes loss of already-limited amounts of RNA before 
the RT step (Figure 4) [6,74–76]. The method typically uses a controllable piston system coupled to a 
micromanipulator [6,75]. To avoid delays when adjusting the harvesting pressure the piston system 
should contain a non-compressible liquid, such as mineral oil. The glass capillary used for the 
harvesting can be made using a horizontal or vertical puller and the final diameter should be about 
1/3 of the cell diameter. The glass can also be polished using heat to avoid sharp edges. In addition, 
the tip can be modeled to a specific angle to improve harvesting and reduce the possibility of 
collecting surrounding solution. However, even with an optimized harvesting pipette, precautions 
should be taken. When collecting whole cells a small amount of the surrounding extracellular 
solution will follow into the collecting pipette [75]. This collected solution may contain contaminants 
like unwanted RNA. In fact, during our own work of optimizing single-cell qPCR assays we 
compared harvesting strategies on primary dispersed cells from pituitary with an immortalized 
pituitary cell line. We discovered that unwanted RNA contamination was dependent on the type of 
cell culture used. When harvesting whole cells from dissociated primary cell cultures there was a 
substantial amount of RNA present in the cellular bath. This contamination introduced false positive 
results in almost all of our samples. Even performing control experiments by solely resting the pipette 
in the bath for a few minutes had the potential of transferring unwanted RNA to our samples. 
However, when using the rat pituitary tumor GH4 cell line, we were able to collect whole cells 
without introducing false positives. We believe that these contradicting observations are a result of 
the relatively rough mechanical handling following chemical (trypsin, collagenase, etc.) treatment 
needed to dissociate tissues into single cells, as compared to the gentle pipetting sufficient for 
detaching cells like GH4 from the dish surface. In addition, most cell lines are usually well attached 
Figure 3. Single-cell laser-assisted microdissection. (Upper) The technique utilizes a laser placed on
a microscope for visual identification; (Middle and lower) the laser can be controlled to dissect out
target cells in fixed and live tissue. Several different technologies exist on how the laser works and
how the target cell is collected following dissection.
5. Harvesting Cells or Cytosol through Glass Capillary
Similarly t lase assisted microdissection, harvestin of whole cells or cell cytosol using a glass
capillary allows direct visualization of the target cell through a microscope. The harvesting of whole
cells assures complete cell isolation and minimizes loss of already-limited amounts of RNA before
the RT step (Figure 4) [6,74–76]. The method typically uses a controllable piston system coupled
to a micromanipulator [6,75]. To avoid delays when adjusting the harvesting pressure the piston
system should contain a non-compressible liquid, such as mineral oil. The glass capillary used for
the harvesting can be made using a horizontal or vertical puller and the final diameter should be
about 1/3 of the cell diameter. The glass can also be polishe using heat to avoid sharp edges.
In addition, the tip can b modeled to a specific angle to improve harvesting and reduce th possibility
of collecting surr undi g solution. However, even with an optimized harvesti g pipette, precautions
should be taken. When collecting whole cells a small amount of the surrounding extracellular solution
will follow into the collecting pipette [75]. This collected solution may contain contaminants like
unwanted RNA. In fact, during our own work of optimizing single-cell qPCR assays we compared
harvesting strategies on primary dispersed cells from pituitary with an immortalized pituitary cell
line. We discovered that unwanted RNA contamination was dependent on the type of cell culture
used. When harvesting whole cells from dissociated primary cell cultures there was a substantial
amount of RNA prese t in the cell lar bath. This contami ation introduced fals positive results in
almost all of our samples. Even p rforming control experiments by s lely resting the pipe te in the
bath for a few min tes had the pote tial of transferring unwanted RNA to our sampl s. However,
when using the rat pituitary tumor GH4 cell line, we were able to collect whole cells without
introducing false positives. We believe that these contradicting observations are a result of the
relatively rough mechanical handling following chemical (trypsin, collagenase, etc.) treatment needed
to dissociate tissues into single cells, as compared to the gentle pipetting sufficient for detaching cells
like GH4 from the dish surface. In addition, most cell lines are usually well attached to plastic and
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glass surfaces making it easier to properly flush or wash the culture plates with clean incubation
solution prior to collecting the cell of interest. Still, several groups have used whole cell harvesting
on primary cell cultures seemingly without RNA contamination [6].
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Figure 4. Harvesting of single cells in culture. The technique provides an economical and simple to 
use platform for harvesting single dissociated cells in culture. (Left) the cells are monitored under a 
microscope; (Right) using a glass pipette connected to a micromanipulator single cells can be collected 
relatively easily and transferred to a new tube for lysis and cDNA synthesis. The photograph of a 
typical microscope set-up is modified from Eppendorf. 
To avoid aspiration of cell incubation medium or extracellular fluids, the cytosol can be 
harvested using the patch-clamp technique (Figure 5). Similar to harvesting of the whole cell, patch-
clamping utilizes a glass pipette that is heat-pulled from a capillary to narrow the tip diameter. 
However, the tip is narrower than that in pipettes used for collecting whole cells. This narrow tip is 
positioned at the cell membrane. During optimal conditions, a tight interaction in the gigaohm range 
between the cell and the tip of the glass allows even small currents across the membrane to be 
recorded while also creating a barrier between the fluids surrounding the cell and the cell cytosol. To 
access the cytosol, a sub-atmospheric pressure can be created through the pipette, rupturing the 
membrane inside the patch. As mentioned, we experienced that RNA can attach to the glass surface 
and introduce false positives in the subsequent PCR analyses. To avoid this problem we silanize the 
patch pipette glass using Sigmacote [75]. However, combining patch-clamp experiments and 
subsequent single-cell RNA harvesting faces another problem. As a result of the large pipette volume, 
cytosolic factors are quickly diluted when using whole cell configurations. Since these cytosolic 
factors are important regulators of ion channel activity, researchers are often turning to the so-called 
perforated patch configuration where a perforating agent is added to the patch pipette. In this 
situation, the perforating agent makes small pores in the membrane within the patched membrane. 
This method leaves the cell interior preserved but does not provide access to the RNA. To overcome 
this obstacle and combine perforated patch-clamp recordings with subsequent cellular RNA 
collection, we found that substituting Amphotericin B with the saponin β-escin as the perforating 
agent, we could preserve the high resistance gigaohm seal when going from perforated patch to 
whole cell configuration. This transition was conducted in a similar way as when creating a normal 
whole cell configuration following formation of the gigaohm seal, simply by using gentle suction 
through the pipette. Thus, by combining whole cell configuration using silanized patch pipettes we 
were able to harvest the cell cytosol without the risk of collecting extracellular contaminants (Figure 
6). Even though most of the RNA will be contained in the pipette using this approach, sample-to-
Figure 4. Harvesting of single cells in culture. The technique provides an economical and simple to
use platform for harvesting single dissociated cells in culture. (Left) The cells are monitored under a
microscope; (Right) using a glass pipette connected to a micromanipulator single cells can be collected
relatively easily and transferred to a new tube for lysis and cDNA synthesis. The photograph of a
typical microscope set-up is modified from Eppendorf.
To avoid aspiration of cell incubation medium or extracellular fluids, the cytosol can be harvested
using the patch-clamp technique (Figure 5). Similar to harvesting of the whole cell, patch-clamping
utilizes a glass pipette that is heat-pulled from a capillary to narrow the tip diameter. However, the
tip is narrower than that in pipettes used for collecting whole cells. This narrow tip is positioned at
the cell membrane. During optimal conditions, a tight interaction in the gigaohm range between the
cell and the tip of the glass llows even small currents across t e membrane to be recorded while
also creating a barri r between the fluids surrounding the cell and the cell cytosol. To access the
cytosol, a sub-atmospheric pressure can be created through the pipette, rupturing the m mbrane
inside the patch. As mentioned, we experienced that RNA can attach to the glass surface and
introduce false positives in the subsequent PCR analyses. To avoid this problem we silanize the patch
pipette glass using Sigmacote [75]. However, combining patch-clamp experiments and subsequent
single-cell RNA harvesting faces another problem. As a result of the large pipette volume, cytosolic
factors are quickly diluted when using whole cell configurations. Since these cytosolic factors are
important regulators of ion channel activity, researchers are often turning to the so-called perforated
patch configuration where a perforating agent is dded t the patch pipette. I this situation, the
perforating agent makes small pores in the membra e it in the atched membrane. This method
leaves the cell interior pr served but does not provide access to the RNA. To overcome this obstacle
and combine perforated patch-clamp recordings with subsequent cellular RNA collection, we found
that substituting Amphotericin B with the saponinβ-escin as the perforating agent, we could preserve
the high resistance gigaohm seal when going from perforated patch to whole cell configuration.
This transition was conducted in a similar way as when creating a normal whole cell configuration
following formation of the gigaohm seal, simply by using gentle suction through the pipette. Thus,
by combining whole cell configuration using silanized patch pipettes we were able to harvest the cell
cytosol without the risk of collecting extracellular contaminants (Figure 6). Even though most of the
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RNA will be contained in the pipette using this approach, sample-to-sample variation can occur as a
result of the harvesting. Therefore, quantitative measurements should be used with caution.
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Figure 5. Harvesting of the cell’s cytosol using a patch pipette. The technique is usually performed on 
tissue slices and combines patch-clamp electrophysiological recordings with analysis of gene 
transcripts. Following the electrophysiological experiments the cytosol from the cell may be harvest 
into the pipette using gentle suction. When the harvesting is finalized the tip of the pipette is 
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on tissue slices and combines patch-clamp electrophysiological recordings with analysis of gene
transcripts. Following the electrophysiological experiments the cytosol from the cell may be harvest
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withdrawn from the cell. During the final process membrane fragments reseals the tip of the patch
pipette and protects the harvested RNA from contaminations in the surrounding solution. Silanizing
the glass surface will also prevent extracellular RNA from attaching to the pipette.
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2015, 16, page–page 
9 
sample variation can occur as a result of the harvesting. Therefore, quantitative measurements should 
be used with caution. 
 
Figure 5. Harvesting of the cell’s cytosol using a patch pipette. The technique is usually performed on 
tissue slices and combines patch-clamp lectrop ysiological recordings with analysis of g ne 
transcripts. Following the electrop ysiological experiments the cytosol from the cell may be harvest 
into the pipette using gentl  suction. When the harvesti g is finalized the tip of the pipette is 
withdrawn from the cell. During the final process embr ne fragments reseals the tip of the patch 
pipette and protects the harves ed RNA from contaminations in the surrounding solution. Silanizing 
the glass surface will also prevent extracellular RNA from attaching to the pipette. 
 
Figure 6. Sch matic overview of the protocol used in our laboratory when performing perforated 
tc -clamp experiments followed by single-cell qPCR. This procedure allows for usin  perforated 
patch-clamp recordings and minimizes the incidents of false positive results duri g gen  analysis.The 
patch pipette is silanized y briefly exposing the tip of the glass in a 1/10 dilution of Sigmacote. To 
allow for a tight high-resistance interaction between the glass and cell membrane, called a gigaohm 
seal, the glass tip needs to be fire polished using a microforge. (Upper left) The pipette is filled with an 
RNas -free soluti n suitable for the exp riments and using β-escin to perforate the cell membrane; 
(Upper right) the cell cytosol can b  harvest d following transitio  to whole cell configuration usi g 
gentle suction; (Lower left) the cell content is transferred to a 0.5 mL tube containing RNA stabilizing 
solution; (Lower middl  figure) the target genes are a plified using qPCR (colored curve represents 
target ge e been amplified); (Lower right) following qPCR amplification a m lting curve analysis is 
performed by gently heating the PCR product(s) from 65 to 98 °C while continually reading of the 
fluorescent (The curve(s) are plotted as the negative 1. derivative of fluorescent with respect to 
temperature). 
Figure 6. Schematic overview of the protocol used in our laboratory when performing perforated
patch-clamp experiments followed by single-cell qPCR. This procedure allows for using perforated
patch-clamp recordings and minimizes the incidents of false positive results during gene analysis.The
patch pipette is silanized by briefly exposing the tip of the glass in a 1/10 dilution of Sigmacote. To
allow for a ti ht high-resistance interaction between the lass and cell membrane, called a gigaohm
seal, the glass tip needs to be fir polished usi g microf rge. (Upper left) The pipette is filled with
an RNase-free s lution suitable for the exp rim nts and us g β-escin to perf ate the cell membrane;
(Upper right) the cell cytosol can be harvested following tr nsition whol cell onfiguration using
gentle suction; (Lower left) the cell content is transferred to a 0.5 mL tube containing RNA stabilizing
solution; (Lower middle figure) the target genes are amplified using qPCR (colored curve represents
target gene been amplified); (Lower right) following qPCR amplification a melting curve analysis
is performed by gently heating the PCR product(s) from 65 to 98 ˝C while continually reading of
the fluorescent (The curve(s) are plotted as the negative 1. derivative of fluorescent with respect
to temperature).
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6. Lysis and Securing the RNA
Unless the cytosol is harvested using a patch pipette, cells need to be lysed in order to access the
RNA for RT. Cell lysis must be efficient, yet not interfere with downstream processes. Today, several
methods have been used for lysing single cells, The methods including optical, acoustic, electrical,
mechanical, and chemical lysis (for review see [77]). The benefit of non-chemical lysis is that the
methods are buffer independent. This means that the buffer can be optimized for the downstream
processes such as RT. However, with the exception of chemical lysis, most of these methods are
developed and validated for use with microfluidics technologies, including capillary electrophoresis.
Cells collected using a glass pipette, FACS, or laser-assisted cell harvesting are typically chemically
lysed, (e.g., [6,75,78,79]) where a detergent generates small pores in the membrane. Since the different
detergents differ both in general structure (e.g., ionic, non-ionic and zwitterionic moieties) and
their ability to interact and lyse the cell, it is important to validate and test the detergent in use.
Several detergents, such as the anionic sodium dodecyl sulphate (SDS), or the cationic ethyl trimethyl
ammonium bromide, lyse cells quickly, often within seconds, but also have the tendency to denature
proteins potentially disturbing the RT enzyme. Other detergents are non-denaturing, including
3-[(3-cholamidopropyl)dimethylammonio]-1-propanesulfonate (CHAPS/CHAPSO), Triton, and
Nonidet P-40/IGEPAL CA-630. In addition, several manufacturers deliver a variety of ready-to-use
lysis buffers optimized for small number of cells, down to single-cells, in combination with RT.
Several cell lysis strategies have also used high concentrations (>4 M) of guanidine salts because
of their ability to inactivate nucleases and free the nucleic acids from bound proteins [80–82]. One
disadvantage of this approach is that the RNA then needs to be purified, as a result of the detrimental
effect guanidine salts have on proteins including the RT enzyme. However, Bengtsson et al. [83]
demonstrated that low volumes and concentrations (1–2 µL and 0.5–1 M) of guanidine thiocyanate
(GuSCN) efficiently lysed single pancreatic cells. Prior to the RT step, the GuSCN was diluted down
to about 40 mM, thereby avoiding the need for RNA cleanup. At this concentration GuSCN even
improved the conditions for RT, and the authors concluded that GuSCN serves both as a cell lysis
agent and RNase inhibitor. Recently, Svec et al. [78] performed a comprehensive study by comparing
several detergents, lysis solutions and column-based RNA isolation. The experiments were
conducted using single FACS-sorted astrocytes collected into 96-well plates with 5 µL lysis buffer per
well. The evaluated solutions were 7-deaza-21-deoxyguanosine-51-triphosphate lithium salt (100 µM),
Betaine solution (4 M), bovine serum albumin (BSA) (1–4 mg/mL), guanidine thiocyanate solution
(40–80 mM), GenElute linear polyacrylamide (50 ng/µL), Igepal CA-630 (0.5%–4%), and polyinosinic
acid potassium salt (50 ng/µL). Interestingly, BSA was sufficient for single-cell lysis and compatible
with both RT and qPCR. Earlier studies have also demonstrated that BSA efficiently buffers inhibitory
factors and can improve PCR efficiency [84–89]. Since GuSCN and BSA have several positive effects
downstream of cell lysis they could potentially improve conditions for single-cell analysis where
only the cytosol is harvested and transferred for RT. In our experience, the cell content harvested
following patch-clamp recordings may be expelled directly into a storage solution containing the
relatively weak chelating agent citrate and a thermostabile RNase inhibitor. The low pH and chelating
properties of citrate reduces RNA base hydrolysis. In addition, because we use random hexamers
to prime the RNA for cDNA synthesis, the RNA need to be heated for several minutes at 65 ˝C.
By using a relatively heat-stable RNase inhibitor we can add the inhibitor at an earlier step than is
recommended in the protocol developed by ThermoFisher Scientific/Invitrogen. Importantly, EGTA
and EDTA should be avoided because their strong chelating properties reduce free Mg2+ levels to
below the requirements of downstream enzymes, like reverse transcriptase.
7. Reverse Transcription
Three basic strategies are used when priming RNA for RT are oligo(dT), random hexamer
primers (or a combination of these), and gene specific primers. Earlier reports have suggested that
random hexamers may be less efficient compared to oligo(dT) nucleotides that are specific for the
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polyA tail of mRNAs [90]. However, priming with oligo(dT) will only generate cDNA from RNA
containing a polyA tail. If the starting material contains small numbers of transcripts from individual
cells, and heat treatment is used for cell lysis, then the prevalence of fragmented mRNA may decrease.
Random hexamers, on the other hand, will bind to all complementary regions of an RNA fragment
increasing the likelihood of converting all RNA fragments into cDNA, including those targeted by
gene specific primers in the subsequent PCR. A combination of the different primers may also be
used and could be beneficial when performing gene analysis on single cells [91].
The amount of mRNA from single cells is limited to between 105–106 molecules [92] and
the isolation is often time consuming, rendering the RNA from each cell valuable. Therefore, to
avoid multiple sampling in order to analyze several genes from a single cell type, pre-amplification
is often necessary. As mentioned above, two strategies are commonly used for increasing the
number of transcripts. In the strategy developed by Vangelder et al. [32], the authors used
oligo(dT) primers comprising a promoter recognized by the bacteriophage DNA-dependent RNA
polymerase T7. Following cDNA synthesis RNase H hydrolyzes the template RNA leaving single
stranded cDNA. Under isothermal conditions, the T7 synthesizes a new RNA strand from the
cDNA template. Since only the initial cDNA template contains the T7 promoter, the template
concentration itself does not increase, making the amplification process essentially linear. New and
improved promoters and reaction buffers for RNA amplification have reduced nonspecific activity
and increased cDNA yield (see e.g., [93–97]). However, pre-amplification involves multiple steps
and is, therefore, labor intensive. A less time consuming strategy is to use two rounds of PCR,
as demonstrated by Lambolez et al. [34]. However, in their study they could only target a few
genes defined by the primers [34]. Therefore, they developed an improvement of the method
using homomeric tailing of the cDNA with polyA and subsequent PCR (global amplification) with
oligo(dT) primers [31,98]. In fact, Iscove et al. [99] demonstrated that by using this strategy they could
preserve abundance relationships through amplification as high as 3 ˆ 1011-fold. Further, compared
to linear amplification strategies, the RNA needed for microarray analysis could be reduced by a
million-fold and give reproducible results using the picogram range of total RNA obtainable from
single cells. Several reports have tested and validated different amplification strategies [100,101]
including the so-called switching mechanism of 51end of RNA template PCR (SMART PCR) [102].
Both linear pre-amplification and SMART PCR have been used in single-cell RNA sequencing
experiments [103–107].
8. qPCR
Several detection formats can be used in qPCR. These include fluorescent dyes, such as SYBR
green, which bind to any double-stranded DNA, [90], and sequence-specific probes (see review
by [108]). The advantages of using probes are that fluorescence is emitted only during specific binding
and that several genes can be detected in the same reaction [109]. The main disadvantages are the cost
and the fact that a melting curve analysis (explained below) cannot be performed directly following
PCR. SYBR green or other non-specific DNA-binding fluorescent dyes, on the other hand, may be
used with any gene-specific primer pair. Compared to probe-based qPCR, the widely-used SYBR
green is more cost-efficient. SYBR green binds to the minor groove in double-stranded DNA and,
once bound, the signal increases 1000 times compared to free dye in solution. As SYBR green binds to
any double-stranded DNA, including primer dimers, the qPCR assay must be carefully validated. To
discriminate different products, a melting curve analysis of the products is usually performed directly
after the PCR without breaking the sealed samples, eliminating carry-over contamination or pipetting
errors. The melting temperature of the PCR product is based not only on the product size, but also
on the GC content and the distribution of GC within the PCR product. This is favorable compared
to gel-electrophoresis, which can only separate the products based on size. The specificity of melting
curve analysis reduces the risk of false positives and can be used to separate products with minor
differences, such as point mutations.
26842
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2015, 16, 26832–26849
Specificity, sensitivity, and efficiency of qPCR are dependent on numerous factors including
priming strategies, purity of cDNA, as well as number and length of the PCR cycle(s). In our
laboratory we utilize the freeware Primer3plus [110] to design gene-specific primers. In addition,
we routinely perform in silico testing of all primers using software like Vector NTI [111] or similar
Following initial screening, the primers are validated and the optimal primer annealing temperature
is determined using cDNA synthesized from total RNA extracted from tissue. In general, lowering
the annealing temperature increases sensitivity and efficiency. However, too low of a temperature
can create nonspecific primer binding and give false positives. These parameters are measured
using serial dilution curves of cDNA. The Cq can be plotted against the logarithm of the relative
concentration of the cDNA starting material. The efficiency of the qPCR assay can then be described
by the slope of the regression line (efficiency = 10´1/slope). If the slope of the dilution curve is´3.32,
the efficiency equals 2, meaning that each PCR cycle doubles the product. If the efficiency is 2, or
100%, a 10ˆ dilution of cDNA starting material will give a change in Cq (∆Cq) of 3.2.
Due to the limited amount of transcript, single-cell qPCR is often conducted using undiluted
cDNA as template. This can result in accumulated levels of DTT and RT enzyme, which inhibit
and profoundly affect the qPCR assay performance [112–114]. To avoid these inhibitory factors, a
protocol for single-cell cDNA precipitation was developed by Liss [113]. Introducing this cDNA
precipitation step into our own single-cell analyses has greatly reduced the incidence of inconclusive
qPCR results. Notably, adding a known concentration of non-expressed synthetic RNA-spike can be
used for validating the workflow process downstream of cell lysis including the precipitation.
9. Quantitative Gene Analysis
The nature of gene regulation within a single cell prevents relative quantification normalized to
so-called housekeeping genes. For reliable quantification Bengtsson et al. [83] developed a protocol
for absolute quantification based on a known standard. The genes of interest are cloned and amplified
by PCR before determining the concentration spectrophotometrically (A260). A series of dilutions is
made before qPCR with the diluted DNA as template. The template needs to be pure and the copy
number can be determined by using the average weight of a base (660 g/mol).
10. Future Possibilities and Challenges
Although much progress has been made during recent years in single-cell gene analysis, the
field is still facing several challenges related to harvesting strategies, and to transcript amplification
and analysis. Common to most stages and technologies is the need for improved reagents and
more precise enzymes, e.g., reagents that avoid or reduce the potential for biased or non-linear
pre-amplification of the transcripts. In addition, more powerful software focusing on genetic analysis
of single-cell transcript variability needs to be developed.
Despite the challenges, the field of single-cell gene analysis is moving forward rapidly with
continuous development of new hardware, software and reagents. In particular, we have seen a
dramatic development in the field of nucleic acid sequencing. This development has resulted in
more than 10-fold reduction in costs for sequencing during the last decade. In parallel with this
development integrated systems, like lab-on-a-chip technology, has facilitated single-cell analysis.
Within the next decade multifunctional equipment, based on microfluidics technology, will probably
reduce hands on time for sample preparation and create a more streamlined processing. The working
platforms will likely perform several subsequent steps including cell stimulation and manipulation,
automated patch-clamp electrophysiology, imaging, including Ca2+ measurements, nucleic acid
amplification and sequencing, and possibly proteomics, again, reducing hands-on time related to
manual transfer of samples between equipment. [62,70].
Despite the promising and broad applications of fluidics technology, it will most probably be
limited to dissociated cells in suspension. Investigations on whole organ function and plasticity
require that spatial integrity of the tissue is preserved, allowing investigations of temporal events.
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Intact, model organs generally rule out fluidics systems. However, as opposed to the rapid
development of microfluidics, the development of equipment that allows single-cell harvesting from
intact tissue has relied on older techniques, like harvesting of cytosol through a patch pipette. This
slow progress may now come to a close with nanotechnology. Currently, the preferred method
for isolating transcripts from live, intact tissues is harvesting of the cell cytosol using a glass patch
pipette. Even though this has proved valuable, it is limited by the fact that the harvesting requires
a continuous tight interaction between the tip of the glass and the cell membrane, which is often
lost during harvesting (Figure 5). However, recent developments demonstrate the potential use of
multiwalled carbon nanotubes mounted at the tip of conventional micropipettes [115]. Because these
carbon nanotubes only have a fraction of the diameter used when making conventional patch-clamp
pipettes, the nanotubes can, in a less invasive fashion, access the cytosol by penetrating the cell
membrane without destroying the cell. However, the technology is still at the stage of “proof of
principle”, but has successfully been demonstrated to work as a cell-specific delivery system and
used for electrophysiological experiments, e.g., [115,116]. With further development these tools may
soon be commercially available.
11. Summary
Single-cell gene analysis is a highly-powerful approach to understand the dynamics of gene
regulation. Depending on the research focus, several methods are available for harvesting or isolating
single-cell RNA. The methods need to be carefully evaluated and considerations, like spatial and
temporal gene regulation, can be affected by the chosen harvesting strategy. In addition, the
sensitivity of PCR makes it prone for false positives, affecting the assay both qualitatively and
quantitatively. In our experiments, in which the assay was designed for phenotyping cells based
on their gene expression, we identified extracellular contamination that greatly affected the qPCR
assay. Thus, thorough validation of the cell isolation process is as crucial as the validation of
downstream processes.
Acknowledgments: This work was funded by the Research Council of Norway project number 244461 and by
the Norwegian University of Life Sciences (NMBU). We would like to acknowledge Anthony Peltier for help
with the illustrations and Dianne Baker for critically reading the manuscript.
Author Contributions: Finn-Arne Weltzien and Kjetil Hodne outlined the structure of the paper, Kjetil Hodne
drafted the manuscript, Finn-Arne Weltzien and Kjetil Hodne commented and produced the final version.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.
References
1. Ko, M.S.H.; Nakauchi, H.; Takahashi, N. The dose dependence of glucocorticoid-inducible gene-expression
results from changes in the number of transcriptionally active templates. EMBO J. 1990, 9, 2835–2842.
[PubMed]
2. Walters, M.C.; Fiering, S.; Eidemiller, J.; Magis, W.; Groudine, M.; Martin, D.I.K. Enhancers increase the
probability but not the level of gene-expression. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 1995, 92, 7125–7129. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
3. McAdams, H.H.; Arkin, A. Stochastic mechanisms in gene expression. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 1997, 94,
814–819. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Elowitz, M.B.; Levine, A.J.; Siggia, E.D.; Swain, P.S. Stochastic gene expression in a single cell. Science 2002,
297, 1183–1186. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Norris, A.J.; Stirland, J.A.; McFerran, D.W.; Seymour, Z.C.; Spiller, D.G.; Loudon, A.S.I.; White, M.R.H.;
Davis, J.R.E. Dynamic patterns of growth hormone gene transcription in individual living pituitary cells.
Mol. Endocrinol. 2003, 17, 193–202. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
6. Bengtsson, M.; Stahlberg, A.; Rorsman, P.; Kubista, M. Gene expression profiling in single cells from the
pancreatic islets of Langerhans reveals lognormal distribution of mRNA levels. Genome Res. 2005, 15,
1388–1392. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26844
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2015, 16, 26832–26849
7. Chubb, J.R.; Trcek, T.; Shenoy, S.M.; Singer, R.H. Transcriptional pulsing of a developmental gene. Curr. Biol.
2006, 16, 1018–1025. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
8. Raj, A.; Peskin, C.S.; Tranchina, D.; Vargas, D.Y.; Tyagi, S. Stochastic mRNA synthesis in mammalian cells.
PLoS Biol. 2006, 4, 1707–1719. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
9. Raj, A.; van Oudenaarden, A. Nature, nurture, or chance: Stochastic gene expression and its consequences.
Cell 2008, 135, 216–226. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
10. Method of the Year 2013. Methods to sequence the DNA and RNA of single cells are poised to transform
many areas of biology and medicine. Nat. Methods 2014, 11, 1.
11. Malnic, B.; Hirono, J.; Sato, T.; Buck, L.B. Combinatorial receptor codes for odors. Cell 1999, 96, 713–723.
[CrossRef]
12. Raghunathan, A.; Ferguson, H.R.; Bornarth, C.J.; Song, W.M.; Driscoll, M.; Lasken, R.S. Genomic DNA
amplification from a single bacterium. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 2005, 71, 3342–3347. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
13. Zhang, K.; Martiny, A.C.; Reppas, N.B.; Barry, K.W.; Malek, J.; Chisholm, S.W.; Church, G.M. Sequencing
genomes from single cells by polymerase cloning. Nat. Biotechnol. 2006, 24, 680–686. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. Navin, N.; Kendall, J.; Troge, J.; Andrews, P.; Rodgers, L.; McIndoo, J.; Cook, K.; Stepansky, A.; Levy, D.;
Esposito, D.; et al. Tumour evolution inferred by single-cell sequencing. Nature 2011, 472, 90–94. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
15. Zong, C.H.; Lu, S.J.; Chapman, A.R.; Xie, X.S. Genome-wide detection of single-nucleotide and
copy-number variations of a single human cell. Science 2012, 338, 1622–1626. [CrossRef]
16. Kleppe, K.; Ohtsuka, E.; Kleppe, R.; Molineux, I.; Khorana, H.G. Studies on polynucleotides. XCVI. Repair
replications of short synthetic DNA’s as catalyzed by DNA polymerases. J. Mol. Biol. 1971, 56, 341–361.
[CrossRef]
17. Rabinow, P. Making PCR: A Story of Biotechnology; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 1996.
18. Saiki, R.K.; Scharf, S.; Faloona, F.; Mullis, K.B.; Horn, G.T.; Erlich, H.A.; Arnheim, N. Enzymatic
amplification of β-globin genomic sequences and restriction site analysis for diagnosis of sickle-cell anemia.
Science 1985, 230, 1350–1354. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
19. Mullis, K.; Faloona, F.; Scharf, S.; Saiki, R.; Horn, G.; Erlich, H. Specific enzymatic amplification of DNA
in vitro—The polymerase chain-reaction. Cold Spring Harb. Symp. Quant. Biol. 1986, 51, 263–273. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
20. Saiki, R.K.; Gelfand, D.H.; Stoffel, S.; Scharf, S.J.; Higuchi, R.; Horn, G.T.; Mullis, K.B.; Erlich, H.A.
Primer-directed enzymatic amplification of DNA with a thermostable DNA-polymerase. Science 1988, 239,
487–491. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
21. Chien, A.; Edgar, D.B.; Trela, J.M. Deoxyribonucleic-acid polymerase from extreme thermophile
Thermus aquaticus. J. Bacteriol. 1976, 127, 1550–1557. [PubMed]
22. Brock, T.D.; Freeze, H. Thermus aquaticus gen. n. and sp. n., a nonsporulating extreme thermophile.
J. Bacteriol. 1969, 98, 289–297. [PubMed]
23. Baltimore, D. RNA-dependent DNA polymerase in virions of RNA tumour viruses. Nature 1970, 226,
1209–1211. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
24. Temin, H.M.; Mizutani, S. Viral RNA-dependent DNA polymerase: RNA-dependent DNA polymerase in
virions of rous sarcoma virus. Rev. Med. Virol. 1998, 8, 3–11. [CrossRef]
25. Verma, I.M.; Temple, G.F.; Baltimor, D.; Fan, H. In vitro synthesis of DNA complementary to rabbit
reticulocyte 10S RNA. Nat. New Biol. 1972, 235, 163–167. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26. Efstratiadis, A.; Kafatos, F.C.; Maxam, A.M.; Maniatis, T. Enzymatic in vitro synthesis of globin genes. Cell
1976, 7, 279–288. [CrossRef]
27. Fisher, M.P.; Dingman, C.W. Role of molecular conformation in determining electrophoretic properties
of polynucleotides in agarose-acrylamide composite gels. Biochemistry 1971, 10, 1895–1899. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
28. Aaij, C.; Borst, P. The gel-electrophoresis of DNA. Biochim. Biophys. Acta 1972, 269, 192–200. [CrossRef]
29. Sharp, P.A.; Sugden, B.; Sambrook, J. Detection of two restriction endonuclease activities in
haemophilus-parainfluenzae using analytical agarose-ethidium bromide electrophoresis. Biochemistry 1973,
12, 3055–3063. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
30. Li, H.; Gyllensten, U.B.; Cui, X.; Saiki, R.K.; Erlich, H.A.; Arnheim, N. Amplification and analysis of DNA
sequences in single human sperm and diploid cells. Nature 1988, 335, 414–417. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26845
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2015, 16, 26832–26849
31. Brady, G.; Barbara, M.; Iscove, N.N. Representative in vitro cDNA amplification from individual
hemopoietic cells and colonies. Methods Mol. Cell. Biol. 1990, 2, 17–25.
32. Vangelder, R.N.; Vonzastrow, M.E.; Yool, A.; Dement, W.C.; Barchas, J.D.; Eberwine, J.H. Amplified RNA
synthesized from limited quantities of heterogeneous cDNA. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 1990, 87, 1663–1667.
[CrossRef]
33. Eberwine, J.; Yeh, H.; Miyashiro, K.; Cao, Y.X.; Nair, S.; Finnell, R.; Zettel, M.; Coleman, P. Analysis of
gene-expression in single live neurons. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 1992, 89, 3010–3014. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
34. Lambolez, B.; Audinat, E.; Bochet, P.; Crepel, F.; Rossier, J. AMPA receptor subunits expressed by single
Purkinje cells. Neuron 1992, 9, 247–258. [CrossRef]
35. Higuchi, R.; Dollinger, G.; Walsh, P.S.; Griffith, R. Simultaneous amplification and detection of specific DNA
sequences. Bio/Technology 1992, 10, 413–417. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
36. Higuchi, R.; Fockler, C.; Dollinger, G.; Watson, R. Kinetic PCR analysis: Real-time monitoring of DNA
amplification reactions. Bio/Technology 1993, 11, 1026–1030. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
37. McPherson, M.J.; Hames, B.D.; Taylor, G.R. PCR 2: A Practical Approach; Oxford University Press: Oxford,
UK, 1995.
38. Kainz, P. The PCR plateau phase—Towards an understanding of its limitations. Biochim. Biophys. Acta 2000,
1494, 23–27. [CrossRef]
39. Schmittgen, T.D.; Zakrajsek, B.A.; Mills, A.G.; Gorn, V.; Singer, M.J.; Reed, M.W. Quantitative reverse
transcription-polymerase chain reaction to study mRNA decay: Comparison of endpoint and real-time
methods. Anal. Biochem. 2000, 285, 194–204. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
40. Livak, K.J.; Schmittgen, T.D. Analysis of relative gene expression data using real-time quantitative PCR and
the 2´∆∆Ct method. Methods 2001, 25, 402–408. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
41. Bustin, S.A. Quantification of mRNA using real-time reverse transcription PCR (RT-PCR): Trends and
problems. J. Mol. Endocrinol. 2002, 29, 17. [CrossRef]
42. Bustin, S.A.; Benes, V.; Garson, J.A.; Hellemans, J.; Huggett, J.; Kubista, M.; Mueller, R.; Nolan, T.;
Pfaffl, M.W.; Shipley, G.L.; et al. The MIQE guidelines: Minimum information for publication of quantitative
real-time PCR experiments. Clin. Chem. 2009, 55, 611–622. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
43. Karlsen, F.; Steen, H.B.; Nesland, J.M. SYBR green I DNA staining increases the detection sensitivity of
viruses by polymerase chain-reaction. J. Virol. Methods 1995, 55, 153–156. [CrossRef]
44. Heid, C.A.; Stevens, J.; Livak, K.J.; Williams, P.M. Real time quantitative PCR. Genome Res. 1996, 6, 986–994.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
45. Wittwer, C.T.; Ririe, K.M.; Andrew, R.V.; David, D.A.; Gundry, R.A.; Balis, U.J. The LightCycler:
A microvolume multisample fluorimeter with rapid temperature control. Biotechniques 1997, 22, 176–181.
[PubMed]
46. Holland, P.M.; Abramson, R.D.; Watson, R.; Gelfand, D.H. Detection of specific polymerase chain-reaction
product by utilizing the 51–31 exonuclease activity of Thermus aquaticus DNA-polymerase. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. USA 1991, 88, 7276–7280. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
47. Liu, P.; Mathies, R.A. Integrated microfluidic systems for high-performance genetic analysis.
Trends Biotechnol. 2009, 27, 572–581. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
48. Nagarajan, N.; Pop, M. Sequence assembly demystified. Nat. Rev. Genet. 2013, 14, 157–167. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
49. Shapiro, E.; Biezuner, T.; Linnarsson, S. Single-cell sequencing-based technologies will revolutionize
whole-organism science. Nat. Rev. Genet. 2013, 14, 618–630. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
50. Van Loo, P.; Voet, T. Single cell analysis of cancer genomes. Curr. Opin. Genet. Dev. 2014, 24, 82–91.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
51. Achim, K.; Pettit, J.-B.; Saraiva, L.R.; Gavriouchkina, D.; Larsson, T.; Arendt, D.; Marioni, J.C.
High-throughput spatial mapping of single-cell RNA-seq data to tissue of origin. Nat. Biotechnol. 2015,
33, 503–509. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
52. Buettner, F.; Natarajan, K.N.; Casale, F.P.; Proserpio, V.; Scialdone, A.; Theis, F.J.; Teichmann, S.A.;
Marioni, J.C.; Stegie, O. Computational analysis of cell-to-cell heterogeneity in single-cell RNA-sequencing
data reveals hidden subpopulations of cells. Nat. Biotechnol. 2015, 33, 155–160. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
53. Crosetto, N.; Bienko, M.; van Oudenaarden, A. Spatially resolved transcriptomics and beyond. Nat. Rev.
Genet. 2015, 16, 57–66. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26846
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2015, 16, 26832–26849
54. Darmanis, S.; Sloan, S.A.; Zhang, Y.; Enge, M.; Caneda, C.; Shuer, L.M.; Gephart, M.G.H.; Barres, B.A.;
Quake, S.R. A survey of human brain transcriptome diversity at the single cell level. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. USA 2015, 112, 7285–7290. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
55. Stegle, O.; Teichmann, S.A.; Marioni, J.C. Computational and analytical challenges in single-cell
transcriptomics. Nat. Rev. Genet. 2015, 16, 133–145. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
56. EmmertBuck, M.R.; Bonner, R.F.; Smith, P.D.; Chuaqui, R.F.; Zhuang, Z.P.; Goldstein, S.R.; Weiss, R.A.;
Liotta, L.A. Laser capture microdissection. Science 1996, 274, 998–1001. [CrossRef]
57. Bonner, R.F.; EmmertBuck, M.; Cole, K.; Pohida, T.; Chuaqui, R.; Goldstein, S.; Liotta, L.A. Laser capture
microdissection: Molecular analysis of tissue. Science 1997, 278, 1481–1483. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
58. Schutze, K.; Lahr, G. Identification of expressed genes by laser-mediated manipulation of single cells.
Nat. Biotechnol. 1998, 16, 737–742. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
59. Podgorny, O.V. Live cell isolation by laser microdissection with gravity transfer. J. Biomed. Opt. 2013, 18, 8.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
60. Herzenberg, L.A.; Sweet, R.G. Fluorescence-activated cell sorting. Sci. Am. 1976, 234, 108–117. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
61. Herzenberg, L.A.; Parks, D.; Sahaf, B.; Perez, O.; Roederer, M. The history and future of the fluorescence
activated cell sorter and flow cytometry: A view from Stanford. Clin. Chem. 2002, 48, 1819–1827. [PubMed]
62. Wheeler, A.R.; Throndset, W.R.; Whelan, R.J.; Leach, A.M.; Zare, R.N.; Liao, Y.H.; Farrell, K.; Manger, I.D.;
Daridon, A. Microfluidic device for single-cell analysis. Anal. Chem. 2003, 75, 3581–3586. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
63. Ottesen, E.A.; Hong, J.W.; Quake, S.R.; Leadbetter, J.R. Microfluidic digital PCR enables multigene analysis
of individual environmental bacteria. Science 2006, 314, 1464–1467. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
64. Warren, L.; Bryder, D.; Weissman, I.L.; Quake, S.R. Transcription factor profiling in individual
hematopoietic progenitors by digital RT-PCR. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2006, 103, 17807–17812. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
65. Whitesides, G.M. The origins and the future of microfluidics. Nature 2006, 442, 368–373. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
66. Wu, A.R.; Neff, N.F.; Kalisky, T.; Dalerba, P.; Treutlein, B.; Rothenberg, M.E.; Mburu, F.M.; Mantalas, G.L.;
Sim, S.; Clarke, M.F.; Quake, S.R. Quantitative assessment of single-cell RNA-sequencing methods.
Nat. Methods 2014, 11, 41–46. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
67. Unger, M.A.; Chou, H.P.; Thorsen, T.; Scherer, A.; Quake, S.R. Monolithic microfabricated valves and pumps
by multilayer soft lithography. Science 2000, 288, 113–116. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
68. Joensson, H.N.; Svahn, H.A. Droplet microfluidics—A tool for single-cell analysis. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed.
2012, 51, 12176–12192. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
69. Seemann, R.; Brinkmann, M.; Pfohl, T.; Herminghaus, S. Droplet based microfluidics. Rep. Prog. Phys. 2012,
75, 016601. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
70. Pantoja, R.; Nagarah, J.M.; Starace, D.M.; Melosh, N.A.; Blunck, R.; Bezanilla, F.; Heath, J.R. Silicon
chip-based patch-clamp electrodes integrated with PDMS microfluidics. Biosens. Bioelectron. 2004, 20,
509–517. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
71. Hong, J.W.; Studer, V.; Hang, G.; Anderson, W.F.; Quake, S.R. A nanoliter-scale nucleic acid processor with
parallel architecture. Nat. Biotechnol. 2004, 22, 435–439. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
72. Wu, H.K.; Wheeler, A.; Zare, R.N. Chemical cytometry on a picoliter-scale integrated microfluidic chip.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2004, 101, 12809–12813. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
73. Walch, A.; Specht, K.; Smida, J.; Aubele, M.; Zitzelsberger, H.; Hofler, H.; Werner, M. Tissue microdissection
techniques in quantitative genome and gene expression analyses. Histochem. Cell Biol. 2001, 115, 269–276.
[PubMed]
74. Guo, G.J.; Huss, M.; Tong, G.Q.; Wang, C.Y.; Sun, L.L.; Clarke, N.D.; Robson, P. Resolution of Cell Fate
Decisions Revealed by Single-Cell Gene Expression Analysis from Zygote to Blastocyst. Dev. Cell 2010, 18,
675–685. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
75. Hodne, K.; Haug, T.M.; Weltzien, F.A. Single-cell qPCR on dispersed primary pituitary cells—An optimized
protocol. BMC Mol. Biol. 2010, 11, 82. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
76. Citri, A.; Pang, Z.P.P.; Sudhof, T.C.; Wernig, M.; Malenka, R.C. Comprehensive qPCR profiling of gene
expression in single neuronal cells. Nat. Protoc. 2012, 7, 118–127. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26847
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2015, 16, 26832–26849
77. Brown, R.B.; Audet, J. Current techniques for single-cell lysis. J. R. Soc. Interface 2008, 5, S131–S138.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
78. Svec, D.; Andersson, D.; Pekny, M.; Sjoback, R.; Kubista, M.; Stahlberg, A. Direct cell lysis for single-cell
gene expression profiling. Front. Oncol. 2013, 3, 274. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
79. Stahlberg, A.; Kubista, M. The workflow of single-cell expression profiling using quantitative real-time
PCR. Expert Rev. Mol. Diagn. 2014, 14, 323–331. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
80. Vonhippel, P.H.; Wong, K.Y. Neutral salts—Generality of their effects on stability of macromolecular
conformations. Science 1964, 145, 577–580. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
81. Nozaki, Y.; Tanford, C. Solubility of amino acids, diglycine, and triglycine in aqueous guanidine
hydrochloride solutions. J. Biol. Chem. 1970, 245, 1648–1652. [PubMed]
82. Gordon, J.A. Denaturation of globular proteins. Interaction of guanidinium salts with three proteins.
Biochemistry 1972, 11, 1862–1870. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
83. Bengtsson, M.; Hemberg, M.; Rorsman, P.; Stahlberg, A. Quantification of mRNA in single cells and
modelling of RT-qPCR induced noise. BMC Mol. Biol. 2008, 9, 11. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
84. Geselowitz, D.A.; Neckers, L.M. Bovine serum-albumin is a major oligonucleotide-binding protein found
on the surface of cultured-cells. Antisense Res. Dev. 1995, 5, 213–217. [PubMed]
85. Kreader, C.A. Relief of amplification inhibition in PCR with bovine serum albumin or T4 gene 32 protein.
Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 1996, 62, 1102–1106. [PubMed]
86. Wilson, I.G. Inhibition and facilitation of nucleic acid amplification. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 1997, 63,
3741–3751. [PubMed]
87. Abu Al-Soud, W.; Radstrom, P. Effects of amplification facilitators on diagnostic PCR in the presence of
blood, feces, and meat. J. Clin. Microbiol. 2000, 38, 4463–4470. [PubMed]
88. Arnedo, A.; Espuelas, S.; Irache, J.M. Albumin nanoparticles as carriers for a phosphodiester
oligonucleotide. Int. J. Pharm. 2002, 244, 59–72. [CrossRef]
89. Farell, E.M.; Alexandre, G. Bovine serum albumin further enhances the effects of organic solvents on
increased yield of polymerase chain reaction of GC-rich templates. BMC Res. Notes 2012, 5, 257. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
90. Deprez, R.H.L.; Fijnvandraat, A.C.; Ruijter, J.M.; Moorman, A.F.M. Sensitivity and accuracy of quantitative
real-time polymerase chain reaction using SYBR green I depends on cDNA synthesis conditions.
Anal. Biochem. 2002, 307, 63–69. [CrossRef]
91. Stahlberg, A.; Hakansson, J.; Xian, X.J.; Semb, H.; Kubista, M. Properties of the reverse transcription reaction
in mRNA quantification. Clin. Chem. 2004, 50, 509–515. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
92. Islam, S.; Zeisel, A.; Joost, S.; la Manno, G.; Zajac, P.; Kasper, M.; Lonnerberg, P.; Linnarsson, S. Quantitative
single-cell RNA-seq with unique molecular identifiers. Nat. Methods 2014, 11, 163–166. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
93. Ikeda, R.A. The efficiency of promoter clearance distinguishes T7 class-II and class-III promoters. J. Biol.
Chem. 1992, 267, 11322–11328. [PubMed]
94. Ikeda, R.A.; Lin, A.C.; Clarke, J. Initiation of transcription by T7-RNA polymerase at its natural promoters.
J. Biol. Chem. 1992, 267, 2640–2649.
95. Pabon, C.; Modrusan, Z.; Ruvolo, M.V.; Coleman, I.M.; Daniel, S.; Yue, H.; Arnold, L.J.; Reynolds, M.A.
Optimized T7 amplification system for microarray analysis. Biotechniques 2001, 31, 874–879. [PubMed]
96. Wang, J.; Hu, L.; Hamilton, S.R.; Coombes, K.R.; Zhang, W. RNA amplification strategies for cDNA
microarray experiments. BioTechniques 2003, 34, 394–400. [PubMed]
97. Moll, P.R.; Duschl, J.; Richter, K. Optimized RNA amplification using T7-RNA-polymerase based in vitro
transcription. Anal. Biochem. 2004, 334, 164–174. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
98. Brady, G.; Billia, F.; Knox, J.; Hoang, T.; Kirsch, I.R.; Voura, E.B.; Hawley, R.G.; Cumming, R.; Buchwald, M.;
Siminovitch, K.; et al. analysis of gene-expression in a complex differentiation hierarchy by global
amplification of cDNA from single cells. Curr. Biol. 1995, 5, 909–922. [CrossRef]
99. Iscove, N.N.; Barbara, M.; Gu, M.; Gibson, M.; Modi, C.; Winegarden, N. Representation is faithfully
preserved in global cDNA amplified exponentially from sub-picogram quantities of mRNA. Nat. Biotechnol.
2002, 20, 940–943. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
100. Subkhankulova, T.; Livesey, F.J. Comparative evaluation of linear and exponential amplification techniques
for expression profiling at the single-cell level. Genome Biol. 2006, 7, 16. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26848
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2015, 16, 26832–26849
101. Lang, J.E.; Magbanua, M.J.M.; Scott, J.H.; Makrigiorgos, G.M.; Wang, G.; Federman, S.; Esserman, L.J.;
Park, J.W.; Haqq, C.M. A comparison of RNA amplification techniques at sub-nanogram input
concentration. Bmc Genom. 2009, 10, 12. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
102. Zhu, Y.Y.; Machleder, E.M.; Chenchik, A.; Li, R.; Siebert, P.D. Reverse transcriptase template switching:
A SMART™ approach for full-length cDNA library construction. Biotechniques 2001, 30, 892–897. [PubMed]
103. Tang, F.C.; Barbacioru, C.; Wang, Y.Z.; Nordman, E.; Lee, C.; Xu, N.L.; Wang, X.H.; Bodeau, J.; Tuch, B.B.;
Siddiqui, A.; et al. mRNA-Seq whole-transcriptome analysis of a single cell. Nat. Methods 2009, 6, 377–382.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
104. Islam, S.; Kjallquist, U.; Moliner, A.; Zajac, P.; Fan, J.B.; Lonnerberg, P.; Linnarsson, S. Characterization of
the single-cell transcriptional landscape by highly multiplex RNA-seq. Genome Res. 2011, 21, 1160–1167.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
105. Hashimshony, T.; Wagner, F.; Sher, N.; Yanai, I. CEL-Seq: Single-cell RNA-seq by multiplexed linear
amplification. Cell Rep. 2012, 2, 666–673. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
106. Ramskold, D.; Luo, S.J.; Wang, Y.C.; Li, R.; Deng, Q.L.; Faridani, O.R.; Daniels, G.A.; Khrebtukova, I.;
Loring, J.F.; Laurent, L.C.; et al. Full-length mRNA-Seq from single-cell levels of RNA and individual
circulating tumor cells. Nat. Biotechnol. 2012, 30, 777–782. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
107. Sasagawa, Y.; Nikaido, I.; Hayashi, T.; Danno, H.; Uno, K.D.; Imai, T.; Ueda, H.R. Quartz-Seq:
A highly reproducible and sensitive single-cell RNA sequencing method, reveals non-genetic
gene-expression heterogeneity. Genome Biol. 2013, 14, 17. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
108. Koch, W.H. Technology platforms for pharmacogenomic diagnostic assays. Nat. Rev. Drug Discov. 2004, 3,
749–761. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
109. Persson, K.; Hamby, K.; Ugozzoli, L.A. Four-color multiplex reverse transcription polymerase chain
reaction—Overcoming its limitations. Anal. Biochem. 2005, 344, 33–42. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
110. Primer3plus. Available online: http://www.bioinformatics.nl/cgi-bin/primer3plus/primer3plus.cgi
(accessed on 5 November 2015).
111. Vector NTI. Available online: http://www.lifetechnologies.com/no/en/home/life-science/cloning/
vector-nti-software.html (accessed on 5 November 2015).
112. Chandler, D.P.; Wagnon, C.A.; Bolton, H. Reverse transcriptase (RT) inhibition of PCR at low concentrations
of template and its implications for quantitative RT-PCR. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 1998, 64, 669–677.
[PubMed]
113. Liss, B. Improved quantitative real-time RT-PCR for expression profiling of individual cells. Nucleic Acids
Res. 2002, 30, 9. [CrossRef]
114. Nolan, T.; Hands, R.E.; Ogunkolade, W.; Bustin, S.A. SPUD: A quantitative PCR assay for the detection of
inhibitors in nucleic acid preparations. Anal. Biochem. 2006, 351, 308–310. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
115. Singhal, R.; Orynbayeva, Z.; Sundaram, R.V.K.; Niu, J.J.; Bhattacharyya, S.; Vitol, E.A.; Schrlau, M.G.;
Papazoglou, E.S.; Friedman, G.; Gogotsi, Y. Multifunctional carbon-nanotube cellular endoscopes.
Nat. Nanotechnol. 2011, 6, 57–64. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
116. Schrlau, M.G.; Dun, N.J.; Bau, H.H. Cell electrophysiology with carbon nanopipettes. ACS Nano 2009, 3,
563–568. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
© 2015 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open
access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons by
Attribution (CC-BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
26849
